and from the time required for the development of other dog tapeworms of nearly the same size. In subsequent investigations on the life history of the parasite, the larval form failed to develop on feeding the eggs to the rabbit, a point which also indicates that the tapeworms present did not include M. serialis.
Two weeks after the dog's arrival a proglottid was found in the feces.
A little more than a month later a chain of thirty-six attached proglottids was found in the feces and an examination of these showed that the tapeworm belonged to an undescribed species. For over six months proglottids, either singly fig. 4 .) VOL. 39. Imm. Imm. (See fig. 8 .)
The worm has a well-developed layer of transverse muscles and several discontinuous and ill-defined layers of longitudinal muscles. Kholodkovski's (1908) (1909) , and states that the anatomy is that of species of Tsenia.
The desirability of removing this species from the genus Tsenia at once raises the question as to whether it shall take the generic name Proteocephalus Weinland (1858) or Icthyotxnia Lonnberg (1894) .
The writer and Doctor Ransom have gone over the literature of this subject and base a preference for the name Proteocephalus on the following points.
Weinland (1858) Lonnberg (1894) (1900) and others should make Proteocephalus a syno- (1899) , in commenting on T. amhigua as a species inquierenda, has not seriously proposed that two different genera are involved in this question of synonymy. Riggenbach (1896) has listed Idhyotsenia amhigua and /. flicollis among his species of Icthyotsenia. Benedict (1900) bases his preference for Proteocefhalus on this action of Riggenbach's. Larue (1909) notes that Liihe has given certain reasons for retaining Icthyotsenia, but he uses Proteocephalus on the grounds of priority without further discussion.
Liihe (1899) has objected to the generic name Proteoceplialus Weinland (1858) on the grounds that de Blainville (1828) proposed the name Proteocejjhala for a cestode family. Stiles (1901) Stiles. Liihe (1899) and Braun (1900) Here again we agree with Stiles (1901) that these two names are not homonyms, but we regard Tetracotylus as a synonym of the earlier Proteocephalus. Monticelli (1892) does not designate a type species. Braun (1900) Tsenia punica Kholodkovski, 1908, should therefore be known as Proteocephalus punicus (Kholodkovski, 1908) Tsenia erytliraea has been erroneously included as a tapeworm of the dog by von Linstow (1905) ; Setti (1897) 
